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ABSTRACT 

The report summarizes activities and findings of a 
California Task Force on Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) for 
students xuth disabilities. The Task Force solicited input from 
various professionals and agencies regarding implementation of the 
newly adopted (1986) state policy on LRE, current practices and 
programs which impac^ LRE policy, and ways the State Department of 
Education can increase the number, and quality of LRE options. 
Introductory information reviews the Task Forc-^ mission and 
background. Seven general observations are then made, among which are 
that noticeable change has occurred througinouc che state since 
adoption of the LRE policy statement and that understanding and 
implementation of integration vary considerably across the state • The 
section on methodology identifies the seven subcommittees which dealt 
with such issues as site administration, parent involvement, deaf and 
hard of hearing, and teacher credentialing. The longest section 
presents a summary of the 51 recommendations of the 'ask Force, 
divided into five major sections: (1) administration issues 
(including finance, facilities, and planning and training); (2) 
parent issues; (3) related services issues; (4) low incidence 
population issues; (5) and teacher credentialing issues. Also 
included is the text of the LRE Policy Statement and a listing of the 
Task Force membership. (DB) 
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California State^Department of Education 
Policy Statement on Least Restrictive Environment 

Approved by California State Board of Education, October 10, 1986 

California's commitment to the provision of sorvdces to individuals with exceptional needs in the least restrictive environment is cloarly 
stated in the legislative intent: 

"Individuals with exceptional needs are offered special assistance programs which promote maximum interaction with the 
general school populfition,.." (E.G. Part 30, Chap. 1, Sect. 56005(g)) 

This commitment is further stressed in the mandate which requires that: 

"A pupil shall be referred for special educational instruction and servicoB only after the resources oi tlie regular education 
program have been considered and, where appropriate^ utiHzed." (E.C. Part 30, Chap. 4, Art, 1, Sect. 56303) 

Policies for implementing this intent statewide are based on the principle that individu als with exceptional needs should receive their 
education in chronologically age appropriate environments with nonhandicapped peers. This principle maintains that both 
nonhandicapped and handicapped children are most successfully educated in a shared environment where qualities of understanding, 
cooperation and mutual respect arc nurtured. 

It is also the intent of federal and state statutes and regulations that individuals with exceptional needs attend the same public school 
as nonhandicapped students in their neighborhocd unless it is determined by the Individualized Education Program (lEP) Team to 
be inappropriate to their educational and social needs, 

Therefore^ placement in an educational envirt nment other than a regular class should be considered only v hen the lEP team 
determines that the regular environment, servicDs, and/or curriculum cannot be modified effectively to meet the reeds of the students 
as specified in his/lier IE?. 

Both federal and state regulations mandate the j|;rovision of: 

"...a full continuum of program options to .n ^it the educational and service nee Is of individuals with exceptional needs in 
the least restrictive environment.'* (E.C. Fa t 30, Chap. 1. Art. 2. Sect. 66031) 

To ensure that a full continuum of program option^' are available, all edu jation agencies nhould review their current delivery systems 
to determine that: 

1. Program oplions in regular education en\'ironment3 are available at local neighlxjrhood schools. 

2. Special education programs, to '-he maximum extent appropriate to student needs, are housed on regular school 
campuses and dispersed throughout the district. 

3. The physical location of the program facilitates continuing social interaction with nonhandicapped students, 

4. Individuals with exceptional needs have equal access to all regular education activities, progi'ams, and facilities on the 
regular school site and participate in those activities as appropriate to their needs. 

5. Administrative policies and procedures encoura^ife the close cooperation of all school personnel to facilitateopportunities 
for social interaction between individuals with ^exceptional needs and nonhandicapped individuals, 

6. Administrative policies and procedures allow ' dividuals with exceptional needs maximum access to appropriate 
general education academic programs and school porsonnel are given necessary support to ensuro ^he student/s success. 

7. Lx)ng*range plana and commitments for physical housing on regular school campuses are made in order to avoid frequent 
and disruptive program relocations. 

8. Thmugh long-range commitments for physical housing on regular school campuses, individuals with exceptional needa 
iuv afforded oppoiiunities to develop and maintain continuing relationships with nonhandicapped peers. 

Consistent with the determination of an lEP team, students may be placed in residential schools or nonpublic schools and may be 
provided educational services in medical facilities. Administrators of those facilities and programs arc encouraged to provide 
opportunities for participation with nonhandicapped students in both educational and social activi ' jb. 

In all instances, the lEP team determines the extent to which an individual with exceptional needs pailicipf^tes in regular education 
with nonhandicapped students. The determination of appropriate program placement, related services needed, and curriculum 
options to be offered is made by the lEP team based upon the unique ncec's of the handicapped .student rather than the 1 ibel describing 
Iho handicapping condition or the availability of programs. 

To summarize California's position on the least restrictive envin)nm.ent for individuals with except ional needs receiving a public 
education, the State Department of Education heartily concurs with the Legislature in its dcclurntion that: 

"Special education is an integral part of the total public education systom and should provide maximum interaction 
between handicapped and nonhandicapped pupils...^ (E,C. Part 30, Chap, 1, Sect. 5()03l) 
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Task Force Mission 

This report is intended to serve as a summary of the activities and findings of 
the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) Task Force. The Task Force was assembled 
by Assistant Superintendent of Public Instruction for Special Education, Patrick 
Campbell, who provided direction and support for the Task Force over a two-year 
period (1986-1988). Other than providing the Task Force with resources, a list of 
participants and a general direction and focus, Mr. Campbell did not interfere with 
the operation of the Task Force in any way. The Task Force was developed in order 
to function as an advisory to the State Department of Education (SDE). It served as 
one means of soliciting input from various professionals and agencies across the 
State of California regarding how to more fully implement the newly adopted state 
policy on LRE, how to respond to moimting concern regarding current practices and 
programs which impact least restrictive enviroiunent policy, and how to advise the 
SDE on innovative ways to promote the integration of students into regular educa- 
tion enviroiunents and programs. 

The Task Force represented a competent and diverse group with regard to the 
opinions, affiliations and experiences of the members. Additional members who 
contributed to the subcommittees further expanded the expertise and diversity of 
the overall group. Given this membership diversity, it must be acknowledged that 
some issues " jertaining to integrated and segregated placement options would not, 
and could not, be resolved in this forum. As a result, the Task Force Chairs worked 
with the Assistant Superintendent and the Task Force members in order to limit and 
focus the mission of the Task Force in such a way as to constructively and produc- 
tively utilize its membership. To that end, during Task Force Year 1, the following 
mission statement was adopted: 
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"The LRE Task Force wUl advise the State Department of Education of 
ways to increase tlie niunber and quality of LRE options closest to both 
the regular classroom and the student's normal attendance area 
school." 

The mission was accepted by members without passing, or in any way imply- 
ing, judgements as to the appropriateness or inappropriateness of less integrated 
options. Such options, and ensuing debates, were simply outside the limited scope 
of the task force's accepted charge. During Year 2 of the Task Force, the Assistant 
Superintendent further directed narrowing of the Task Force mission by concentrat- 
ing attention toward students in severely handicapped and low incidence program 
areas. 

Although this document has been prepared specifically as an advisory to Assis- 
tant Superintendent Campbell, it is important for any other r9ader to realize what 
were and were not the purposes of the Task Force. Many members of the Task Force 
felt that since the focus was enhancing integrated options, and not dealing with other 
program options, the field might be provided with a distorted definition of LRL. 
Perhaps, in retrospect, to reduce confusion this Task Force might have been more 
properly named the "School Integration" vs. the "LRE" Task Force. In any event, 
discrepancies between current practice and the intent of the LRE policy do exist. A 
great number of these disaepancies relate to the lack of appropriate integration 
options. Some questions have been raised related to the extent to which a full contin- 
uimi of service options has been developed within the regular education environ- 
ment and program before other placement options are considered. That became the 
rationale for focusing on enhancing integrated options. 

The Task Force is pleased to report that an increasing number of proactive 
activities concerning LRE implementation are occurring in various parts of the state. 
Many new and exciting ways to promote quality integrated placements are evolving 
and being explored. It is hoped that this report will enhance all such efforts. 
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In order for readers of this t > -i iderstaud what areas of LRE policy 
were not within the scope of this Task Force's agenda, the following points are 
offered: 



• The purpose of the LRE Task Force was net to write LRE policy; the State 
Department of Education policy on LRE was approved by the California 
Board of Education on October 10, 1986. 

• The purpose of the LRE Task Force was not to critique the adopted policy or 
any of the state cr federal mandates from which it was derived. Public hear- 
ings concerning the policy and special education legislation have been held. 
Furthermore, future forums to debate the intent, commitment and biases of 
these laws and associated policies may be requested, but were not within the 
responsibilities assigned this Task Force. 

• The LRE Task Force was not responsible for defining Least Restrictive En- 
vironment, reacknowledging the provision for a full continuum of program 
options or reaffirming the responsibilities of the IE? team in making place- 
ment decisions. Criteria for determining the least restrictive placement is 
delineated in law and policy and these laws and policies contain all the 
necessary elements to define LRE. Tliese laws and policies also clearly 
provide a bias toward considering the most integrated options first along a 
continuum of options. Therefore, again it is noted that the Task Force . 
minimized debates regarding the virtues of integrated versus segregated 
options. 

• The Task Force was not responsible for dealing with the full range of other 
critical issues which enhance and limit the delivery of quality educational, 
services. While many of these other critical issues need to be specifically 
explored and studied, they were not the focus of the LRE Task Force 
agenda. 

• The two LRE Task Force Chairs acknowledge the tremendous amount of time 
and effort each Task Force member and subcommittee member devoted to this 
task. It should be understood by any reader of this report that although no 
recommendation has been made without discussion and comment, there are 
several recommendations which individual Task Force members or their 
affiliated agencies would not endorse. 
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Backgrcund 

California has a long history of providing special education services, including 
services to students manifesting severe and /or low incidence disabilities. Many 
programs, facilities and administrative policies, procedures and structures have 
been designed to serve these students. During the 1950's and 60's, when many of 
these systems were first de^/aloped, they appeared to be the most progressive means 
of service delivery. In retrospect, these initiatives established a large number of 
segregated facilities and other separate service delivery models. Changing a long- 
tenured system perceived as successful is extremely difficult, especially when 
changes focus on new criteria for determining placements and a growing commit- 
ment to facilitate the integration of people with disabilities into all aspects of com- 
munity life. 

On October 10, 1986, the California Board of Education approved the State 
Department of Education's policy statement on Least Restrictive Environment. The 
policy highlights California's commitment to: 1) the developing of an Individual 
Education Plan (lEP) for each student identified as having exceptional educational 
needs; 2) ensuring that a full continuum of program options are available for place- 
ment consideration; 3) having the lEP team assume the responsibility for placement 
decisions; and 4) having the lEP team explore all possible modifications of the regu- 
lar environment, services and /or curriculum before considering any continuum of 
more segregated program options. The policy acknowledges that both state and 
federal mandates affirm this bias toward the most integrated option. In sum, the 
policy presents a strong commitment on behalf of the State of California to promote 
maximum integration of students with exceptional needs into the regular education 
environment and maximum interaction between students with exceptional needs 
and their nonhandicapped chronological-age peers. The policy contains a listing of 
eight criteria that all education age-icies should use to review the appropriateness of 
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their current delivery systems. 

The U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation 
Services (OSERS) distributed its final monitoring report covering the 1985 review of 
the California Department of Education, The report was extremely critical of Califor- 
nia's compliance with basic LRE requirements. The report raised serious questions 
regarding current LRE practices and the extent to which choice of placement for stu- 
dents has been based on the categorization of handicapping conditions and not on 
individual needs. As a result, it found that some students have been removed from 
the regular school enviroiunent and program without appropriate justification and 
effort to alter and modify those regular environments. In s\xm, the report concluded 
from the sample that students were prevented from receiving an education in a con- 
tinuum of alternative placements since integrated alternatives had not been satisfacto- 
rily explored. The monitoring report contained a series of required corrective actions. 

Assistant Superintendent Canipbell formed this Task Force prior to publication 
of the moiutoring report. The Task Force construes this action as an indication of the 
SDE commitment to do more than just react to criticism and current shortcomings. 
Rather, the SDE is ready to pursue new ways to provide leadership and support for 
initiatives which will result in more students being successfully integrated into their 
schools and communities. 

Although the Task Force concludes that a great deal of energy is being directed 
toward improving services in this area, much work remains, The SDE must be pie- 
pared to not only help local programs make needed changes today, but also to aeate 
systems which can respond to new models, methods, initiatives and regulations which 
are so characteristic of the rapidly changing general and special education system. 
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General Observations 



This Task Force report and each of the subcommittee reports contain 
very specific recommendations and discussions. In addition to these specific 
recommendations and aiscussions, the following statements are intended to 
p!.'ovide some gei^eral observations growing out of the activities of the Task 
Force. 



1. Since the State Board of Education adopted an LRE policy statement, 
noticeable change has been ocairring diroughout the state. There is a 
recognizable movement to\/ard the integration of students with severe 
handicaps onto general education campuses and away from separate 
facilities designed only for students with handicaps. This movement 
appears to be accelerating as more experience is gained in successful 
practices and as that experience is shared with others. The SDE has a 
leadership role to play if this willingness to move forward and try 
iimovative approaches is to continue and expand. 

2. Sophistication, experience and defirdtion of integration varies consid- 
erably from agency to agency, professional to professional, and parent 
to parent. Locations of supposedly "integrated" programs range from 
settings in buildings, wings and rooms adjacent to the regular environ- 
ment, to programs in which students are systematically and individu- 
ally integrated into classroom, non-classroom and extracurricular 
activities. Plarming for these programs range from those which deal 
with integration from a aisis management and/or apologetic frame- 
work to programs which have invested a great deal of time in curricu- 
luni, training and building accommodations in order to foster critical 
attitudes and skills among administrators, teachers, parents and stu- 
dents. The size of a program ou an "integrated" campus ranges from 
large numbers of students inconsistent with normal population proper 
tions and distribution, to programs which provide a small neighbor- 
hood school focus with adherence to natural proportions. Unfortu- 
nately, such indicators and defini-tions of quality integration were not 
addressed by this LRE Task Force. Nevertheless, the SDE should be 
prepared to support nev/ rrtodels and methods for offering students a 
quality integrated program. 
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3. It appears that many Local Education Agencies (LEAs) have implemented 
LRE policy and provided integration opportunities despite the fact that 
funding models have not been developed which at least recognize, and more 
importantly promote and support, these efforts. Areas such as facility acqui- 
sition, transportation, training and staff availabiliiy must all be addressed via 
alterations in the funding model. 

4. Providing integration opportunities for very young children must become a 
major priority. Many of the barriers the task force identified would be drasti- 
cally reduced if there were system-wide integration efforts on behalf of very 
young children. The Task Force did not devote adequate time to the tremen- 
dous challenges and opportunities for LRE at the preschool level and, there- 
fore, recommends that this area deserves special attention by the SDE. 

5. Widespread disagreement remains regarding the integration of students with 
the most severely disabling conditions. This is particularly true of students 
who manifest aggressive behaviors or who have significant health care 
needs. Issues include a need for better role definitions, risk management, 
emergency and routine procedures, new groupings and curricula, and the 
delivery of a wide range of related services. Certainly some programs across 
the state and country have effectively integrated students who manifest the 
most severe disabilities. The LRE Task Force did not dev Jte adequate time to 
addiesshig innovations and needs in this area. It is recommended that this 
area receive special attention by the SDE. 

6. Each subcommittee report in particular, and the LRE Task Force in gener il, 
recognized the need for professionals and consumers at every level and in 
every discipline to be adequately trained to assume aitical roles in promot- 
ing LRE. The availability of trained and qualified people to assume all ol 
these critical roles provides a major agenda for preservice and inservice 
agencies. The LRE Task Force did not compile a listing of general and spe- 
cific competencies required by various persons i:> order to promote quality 
programs in integrated settings. Many of the recommendations will provide 
a context for the SDE to generate such competency listings and then develop 
and support appropriate models for training. 

7. LEAs are moving to further implement the LRE policy by insuring the availa- 
bility of quality integrated options. As a result, many issues have and will 
surface which require further study. The SDE must be prepared to mobilize 
its monitoring, research, training and consultative services toward helping 
LEAs resolve such issues. 
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Methodology 

During the first year of Task Force operation, systems which impact upon the 
delivery of educational services were examined in order to identify factors which 
facilitate or inhibit LRE. By the end of Year 1, the Task Force had developed and 
begun studying a long listing of barriers. These barriers became the basis for organ- 
izing the Task Force activities during the second year. Each of these barriers was or- 
ganized by category, descriptions were rewritten for clarity and then compared and 
compiled with listings of integration barriers which had been identified by other 
groups and prr»iects. It was felt that if these barriers were adequately identified and 
studied, the Task Force would be able to suggest remedies to attenuate them. 

During Year 2 the Task Force was divided into five subcommittees, based on 
ways in which the barrier statements could be logically grouped for further study. 
Two additional subcommittees were formed to address concerns from the f:.eld per- 
taining to students who were either in deaf and hard of hearing or visually handi- 
capped programs. As a result, a total of seven subcommittees were organized and 
supported during Year 2. Each subcommittee chair was encouraged to solicit addi- 
tional members from the field to serve on his/her subcomnuttee, and to devise a 
methodology of operation which would provide a valid means for soliciting and/or 
reviewing the subcommittees' recommendations with the largest possible audience. 
The seven subcommittees which operated during Year 2 of the LRE Task Force in- 
cluded the following: 

1. Issues pertaining to general administration and programs 

2. Issues pertaining to site administration 

3. Issues pertaining to the involvement of parents and families 

4. Issues pertaining to the delivery of related services 

5. Issues pertaining to teacher credentialing 

6. Issues pertainii\g to deaf and hard of hearing programs 

7. Issues pertaining to visually handicapped programs 



ERJ.C 



1 C) 



page 9 



Least Restrictive Environment Task Force Report 



Each subcommittee provided a report to the LRE Task Force which deline- 
ated: 1) its full members?- ; 2) its methodology of operation; 3) an introductory 
statement specifying background, intent and areas of major concern; 4) specific 
recommendations for SDE along with either background statements or rationale 
for each recommendation; 5) summaries of data collected and examples of forms 
used; and 6) other miscellaneous material. Specific problems regarding the 
completion oi reports were encountered by the site administration and the 
teacher credentialing subcommittees. Therefore, this report contains only gen- 
eral summaries of their reccnunendations. 

Each subcommittee varied in the size of membership, both in terms of the 
number of LRE Task Force members as well as the additional members that were 
solicited to participate. The methodology of each subcommittee differed. Vari- 
ous surveys, questionnaires, personal contacts and phone interviews were used 
and conducted. Sample sizes ranged fro. >nall to large and from randomly to 
specifically solicited. All subcommittee members extended themselves beyond 
their ongoing commitments and jobs to support this task force. Each subcom- 
mittee member would have felt more comfortable if more time could have been 
devoved to enlarging sample sizes, which would have increased field input and 
refined subcommittee draft reports. However, under the dramistances, each 
subcommittee report, and the summaries contained in this Task Force report, do 
provide SDE with a very broad-based advisory full of specific recommendations 
which warrant direct attention, if not implementation. 

The document before you contains an abridged report submitted by 
the entire LRE Task Force. The Task Force also submitted to SDE a package of 
appendices to this report entitled LRE Subcommittee Reports: Working Papers. The 
appendices containing these drafts have sections which range from those that 
are well edited and very complete to reports and sections which are very rough. 
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LRE Subcommittee Reports: Working Papers contain the following appendices: 
Appendix A : LRE Subcomniittee Report Dealing with General Adminis- 



Apptiidix D: LRE Subcommittee Report Dealing with Visually Handi- 
capped Program Issues 

Appendix E: LRE Subcommittee Report Dealing with Parent and Family Issues 

Although the LRE Task Force provided input to each subcommittee, the 
Task Force does not necessarily support all the recommendations contained in 
any of the unedited reports. Some of the recommendations were subjected to 
considerable debate and concern; however, the Task Force did not assume tlie 
authority to change any of the subcommittee recommendations. Further, it is 
noted and emphasized that the recommendations contained in the body of this 
full task force report were chosen, rewritten and/or organized to delineate ways 
that SDE could promote integration efforts. In no way should it be construed 
that this selection and editing process passes judgement on any subcommittee 
finding or recommendation. Finally, the full Task Force report is an attempt to 
present the full range of Task Force and committee activities and findings in as 
succinct and readable a fashion as possible. As a result, much information and 
detail which is provided in the subcommittee reports has been lost in the process 
of compiling this report. That is why SDE, and the field in general, are encour- 
aged to read each of the subcommittee reports in detail. 

Further comments regarding the function of the two subcommittees dealing 
with low incidence areas are warranted here. Some of the recommendations con- 



trative Issues 



Appendix B : 



LRE Subcommittee Report Dealing with Related Services 
Delivery Issues 
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LRE Subcommittee Report Dealing with Deaf and Hard of 
Hearing Program Issues 
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tained in the other five subcommittee reports are apjjropriate for improving the 
quality of integration and education for all students, including those who manifest 
specific and various tj^es of disabilities. On the other hand, some recommendations 
provided in the five subcommittee reports are specific to improving the quality of 
integration and education for students who manifest severe handicaps. As a result 
of th'^ latter category, it was recognized that recommendations appropriate to im- 
proving the integration of students in deaf and hard of hearing programs, or visually 
handicapped programs, may either be different or missing from these other subcom- 
mittee reports. Therefore, the two subcommittees dealing with these low incidence 
areas attempted to address specific recommendations which either supplement or 
replace the recommendations of the other subcommittees. These subcommittees also 
provided a forum to solicit opinions from additional members who represent agen- 
cies and orgardzations that focus their attention and concern to these specific popula- 
tions. As a result, these reports contain introductions, statements of concern, discus- 
sion of the nature of each integration barrier and the recommended actions that are 
much more pointed. 
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Consolidated Listing of Recommendations 
and Related Background Statements 

This section contains a consolidated summary of the findings reported by 
each subcommittee. A total of fifty-one recommendations are provided and 
discussed in this section. This section is divided into five major sections which, 
for the most part, collapse the findings of the seven subcommittees into: 

A. Administration Issues 

• Finance 

• Facilities 

• Planning and Training 
6. Parent Issues 

C. Related Services Issues 

D. Low Incidence Population Issues 

E. Teacher Credentialing Issues 

A. Administrative Issues 

Consolidated Background Statement: Overview 

There were two subcommittee reports dealing with administrative, policy, fiscal, 
transportation and site administration issues. These groups, using various inter- 
view techniques, reported some common field perceptions of the barriers and 
needs related to further implementation of the LRE policy. The identified needs 
fell into three areas; finance needs, facility needs and training/ planning/ evalu- 
ation needs. Special attention was directed to recommendations related to needs 
associated with finances. 
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Consolidated Background and Recommendations: Finance 

Many barriers to LRE have costs associated with their removal. Not only is LRE 
individual to each student, but the costs associated with I.RE are often individual to 
each district. Many districts are moving ahead with plans for further integration of 
students with severe handicaps in spite of costs or because the local situation allows 
progress without exceptional costs. However, it is neither fair, nor reasonable, for the 
SDE to continue promoting LKE policies without also developing a funding model 
which recognizes and supports LRE initiatives. 

The SDE Fiscal Task Force has recently completed a major report which pro- 
poses a number of important changes to the special education funding model. While 
the work of that Task Force has met many major needs, it does little to specifically 
recognize or promote program reform or change. One major program area that must 
be recognized and supported is LRE policy implementation. If, as is generally the 
case, the funding model drives the program model, then the funding system must 
provide both incentives and reasonable fiscal support for LEAs which attempt to 
increase the delivery of quality services in integrated settings. 

Since most fimding models are delicately structured and vulnerable to exploita- 
tion, changes to the finance system must be carefully designed in order to address the 
problems associated with lack of hard data, equity, wide variations in cost and ma- 
nipulation potential. The reports submitted to the LRE Task Force suggested meeting 
a wide range of finance needs. Three key recommendations could begin a series of 
responsible SDE actions in this area. 

Recommendations 

1. It is recommended that the SDE request the Fiscal Task Force to convene 
an ad hoc subcommittee charged with developing modifications to the 
proposed special education funding model which encourages movement 
of pupils with severe handicaps to less restrictive settings. This small ad 
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hoc group could function as a special arm of the SDE LRE Task Force^ 
and could examine all the recommendations in this report as to implica- 
tions for the funding model. 

2. It is recommended that the SDE continue to study and disseminate in- 
formation about the various transportation cost elements involved in 
implementing LRE policies, especially as they relate to the movement of 
students to integrated campuses. 

3. It is recommended that the SDE immediately disseminate information 
on the financial advantages of utilizing Assembly Bill 4074 (California 
Education Code 56828/29) to transfer students with severe handicaps to 
their home districts from provider districts and/or county programs. 

The recommendation is made for assignment of responsibility to the Fiscal 
Task Force for developing plans for implementing finance recommendations 
because that group has spent the past two years collecting data and studying the 
system. Since LRE has a heavy, often misunderstood program dimension, the ad 
hoc group should be supplemented by people who have implemented progres- 
sive LRE policies and understand new programs and transportation cost de- 
mands. 

Consolidated Backgroimd and Overview: Facilities 

The second major area of concern by administrators in the field deals with 
facilities. Procedures for allocation of state school building funds do not now 
encourage movement of students from isolated to integrated sites, nor do they 
recognize the problems associated with ovyming sites vacated by such moves. 
Counties report numerous problems in leasing classroom space from districts on 
regular school sites. Further, long range facilities planning is impeded in some 
areas by inadequate and confusing data concerning the rapidly changing status 
of residential programs for students with severe handicaps. 

To correct these problems, the reports present four recommendations which 
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utilize the same solution process: 

4. It is recommended that the SDE direct their representatives on the 
Special Education Facilities Committee to explore development of 
proposals for the following changes in policies and procedures: 

a. Altering the State School Building priority point system to allow 
a higher priority for districts building regular school facilities to 
accommodate students being moved from isolated sites; 

b. Altering the State School Building square ^-ootage computation 
procedures to exclude sites vacated for integration purposes; 

c. Providing incentives to districts which offer stable, long-term 
leasing opportunities in regular sites to county-operated pro- 
grams; and 

d. Establishing regional plaiming procedures and data collection 
related to facility needs for students, related service staff and 
equipment. 

The third element of administrative concern involves efforts to strengthen 
the monitor and review process. Both OSERS and the Office of Civil Rights 
reviews have dted the need to strengthen California's placement process espe- 
cially as it relates to individual placement decision making. They emphasize that 
placements must be made on an individual basis from a LRE standpoint, rather 
than placement procedures which result in placing pupils with similar severe 
disabilities in a traditionally used setting. Thus examination of individual cases 
is the only appropriate way to monitor the process and, hopefully, encourage 
LEAs to provide more placement options on reguJ:;! school campuses. 
The reports offer the following recommendation: 

5. It is recommended that the Coordinated Compliance Review (CCR) 
process be strengthened in terms of LRE to specifically include exami- 
nation of three randomly selected pupil lEFs to determine if policy re- 
quirements related to LRE had been met prior to placement. 
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Consolidated Background and Recommendations: Planning and Training 

The final set of administrative recommendations involves planning and 
training. These recommendations are based on two findings. First, interviews with 
various administrators reveal a perception that there exists a wide range of attitudes 
and beliefs among the SDE staff regarding movement of students with severe handi- 
caps to more integrated settings. The greatest diversity of opinion appears to in- 
volve judgements about whether students who manifest the more severe disabilities 
can benefit from placement on regular school campuses. Training sessions based on 
a common pool of experience and research would hopefully narrow this range of 
opinion and enable field consultants to offer similar advice on LRE problems. 

Second, interviews with principals indicate that administrators are not reluc- 
tant to promote integration in and onto their campuses if: a) the resources are ade- 
quate; b) they have the appropriate centralized support and guidance; and c) they 
can learn "how to" tactics from others who have successfully integrated students 
with severe handicaps. No mechanism currently exists for systematically training 
site administrators. Regular education administrators reported to the subcommit- 
tees that they would be interested in sponsoring, supporting and being actively 
involved in providing and participating in such training. 

To remove these barriers, the reports make the following recommendations: 

6. The SDE should develop, or facilitate the development of, a site ad- 
ministrator's h&ndbook on Integrating Students with Handicaps 
within a Comprehensive School Campus. The handbook should 
provide practical ^^how to" suggestions and gtiidance for the school 
administrators in such areas as preparing the staff and community for 
the integration of students with severe handicaps, recruiting and 
selecting qualified teachers, involving all students in the school in- 
structional program and extra- auricular activities, and assimilating 
parents of students with severe handicaps into the school commimity. 

The handbook should include copies of the Interview Summary 
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Sheets contained in the subcommittee report. Collectively/ the single 
page interview summaries constitute a resource library which can assist 
special education local plan area (SELF As)/ districts and site adminis- 
trators dealing with integration problems. The school administrators 
interviewed have ronsented to serve as ''instant consultants" to anyone 
calling for assistance. The integration barriers they have successfully 
overcome are also listed. The completed interviews are a part of Ap- 
pendix A. 

7. It is recommended that the SDE arrange to conduct intensive LRE 
training with all SDE field consultants and other appropriate staff. 
The Providing Education for Everyone in Regular Schools (PEERS) 
Project could be used to help support this recommendation. 

8. It is recommended that the SDE use its internal and external resoturces/ 
such as the staff of the PEERS projects/ to develop training modules ap- 
propriate to the role of the school site administrator in promoting inte- 
gration onto and within the regular school environment and program. 
Channels normally used to provide inservice training to general educa- 
tion administrators such as the professional development program of 
the Association of California School Administrators and the adminis- 
trator training and evaluation program should be encouraged to pro- 
vide training to existing site administrators. Of special urgency are 
training modules covering medical emergencies and liability factors. 

9. It is recommended that the SDE should establish a recognition pro- 
gram that honors general education administrators who successfully 
implement LRE and transition of students with severe handicaps from 
isolated sites to comprehensive neighborhood schools. 

10. It is recommended that the SDE, in collaboration with California 
Teacher Credentialing (CTC)/ identify those competencies necessary to 
ensure successful implementatio.T;i of LRE. University level administra- 
tor training programs should be ixpected to develop the LRE compe- 
tencies of administrator candidates and certify them as qualified prior 
to the issuance of a clear Administrative Services Credential. 

11. It is recommended that SDE field consultants be assigned as members 
of the LRE Support Teams being developed for a variety of SELPAs 1: / 
the PEERS Project. 

12. It is recommended that the SDE develop i ote precise criteria regard- 
ing f he LRE section of each SELFA plan. These criteria should require 
more specific objectives as well as specific data collection/ progress 
monitoring procedures/ and scheduled training. 
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6. Parent Issues 
Consolidated Overview 

The Task Force concludes that parent education and involvement are seen 
as critical components in further implementation of LRE policy This is especially 
true provided the interest in increasing and enhancing the integration of students 
into the general education environments and program. The report to the Task 
Force concluded that: 

a. Some parents are unaware of the state's policy on LRE, as well as Public 
Law 94-142 and their parental rights. Such knowledge is critical to in- 
formed participation in the lEP process and to making an informed 
choice regarding type of placement. 

b. Some parents are unaware of the existence of integrated options for their 
children with severe handicaps. Others are aware of the options but 
have littie or no information (or have misiitformation) regarding tiie 
benefits of integration. Considerable variation exists in the extent to 
which districts and SELPAs provide parents with information on inte- 
grated options. The need is great for a systematic means of disseminat- 
ing accurate information about integration to all parents, in a format 
which is easily understood. 

c. Som.e school staff members have excellent commur * :tion skills with 
parents, yet have littie experience in the integration process and how to 
involve and support parents. Staff may be very committed to integration 
and not imderstand parental resistance or concern. Such resistance and/ 
or concern may arise due to lack of information on the part of the par- 
ents, as well as emotions being raised as they deal with another aspect of 
their children's disability (i.e., tiie effects of consideration of integrated 
options on the parents' grieving /coping processes). Staff need informa- 
tion on how to support parents in the integration process, 

d. Some districts or SELPAs do not systematically involve parents in inte- 
gration planning efforts. This can lead to a lack of understanding of and 
trust in the integration process. Districts and SELPAs may lack informa- 
tion on the utility of involving parents in all stages of the planiung proc- 
ess. The report stressed the need for parents committed to enhancing 
integration efforts to be supported and utilized by districts rather than to 
be thrust into adversarial roles. Further, the subcommittee stressed the 
need to provide integration opportunities at the preschool level. 
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e. Some parents of nondisabled children, as well as organizations such as the 
FT A, may be unaware of the reasons and benefits of integration and its value 
and impact for both nondisabled and disabled children. Yet such parents 
and organizations can provide powerful support to the integration process, 
particularly to parents of children with disabilities. Systematic dissemina- 
tion of information about integration to these individuals and groups is 
CTitical. This information should describe the purposes of integration, as 
well as its potential impact on both disabled and nondisabled children. 
Summaries of such information are widely available in the special education 
literature. 

Consolidated Recommendations 

The SDE should take a leadership role in encouraging the field to inform 
parents regarding integration and their rights. 

13. The SDE should develop a brochure on integration oi students with severe 
handicaps for parents. «It should describe the rationale for integration, re- 
sources for visiting model integrated programs, Calif omia''s LRE policy, 
and parental rights in terms of placement options, as well as a variety of 
service delivery options. Dissemination of the brochur"^: to all parents 
should be mandatory. The brochure could be disseminated at each lEF 
meeting, with a separate signof f from the IE?, indicating receipt of the 
information. Means of dissemination prior to and separate from the lEP 
should also be investigated in order to maximize the impact of the bro- 
chure. It should also be disseminated to Commtmity Advisory Commit- 
tees (CACs), Parent Teaciier Associations (PTAs), and other parent and 
advocacy groups. It should be translated into all needed target languages. 
The State LRE policy as well as information on PL 94-142 and parent rights 
should also be disseminated. 

14. The SDE should develop a videotape of a panel of parents with experience 
with integration. These parents should represent children and youth from 
the full spectrum of severe handicaps (i.e., including students who have 
multiple and profound handicaps, as well as those with challenging be- 
haviors). Tliey should also represent varying ethnicities and should in- 
clude mothers, fathers, and care providers. Integration should be pre- 
sented In a positive light, but the existence of problems should also be 
validated, along with strategies which were used to solve those problems. 

15. The SDE should develop a system of parent facilitators knowledgeable in 
the area of integration of students with severe handicaps. Such parents 
would provide information and support to individual parents, as well as 
to parent meetings and groups. They could also assist school district staff 
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in developing plans to provide information and support to parents. 

16. The SDE should develop a systematic mechanism for facilitating 
parents visiting model integrated programs. Such a mechanism would 
require greater coordination among existing model programs (e.g., 
PEERS, Training and Resources for Community and Curriculum Inte- 
gration, California Deaf-Blind Services, and The Association for the 
Severely Handicapped-Technical Assistance). Information about how 
to access the system could be included in the brochure described 
above. Financial assistance to ; arents remote from any model inte- 
grated programs should be provided. 

17. The SDE should develop a list if resources for parent education in the 
area of integration. This list should be developed and disseminated to 
each district, SELPA, County Office of Education, CAC, and PTA. The 
resources should be made available through Resources in Special Edu- 
cation (RiSE) and the regional offices of PEERS. The list could be dis- 
seminated via SpecialNet, The Special Edge, and by a direct mailing to 
organizations without access to SpecialNet. State consultants ^hotild 
also have the list available for dissemination to the districts and 
SELFAs they serve. 

18. The SDE should require that the Local Plan describe how parent edu- 
cation regarding LRE and integration will be completed. State consult- 
ants should monitor such plans and provide assistance with their de- 
velopment and implementatioiL 

19. The SDE should develop and disseminate guidelines for districts and 
SELPAs on how to involve parents in the integration planning process 
and require responses to these guidelines in the local plans. Key ele- 
ments to be included shou!:* be: a) development of an Integration 
Support Team which includes representation of parents (general and 
special education) and ether key constituencies, and b) development of 
a school site team, including both general and special education par- 
ents and staff, whicli develops plans specific to the local school. 

20. The SDE should disseminate the resources described above for special 
education parents (videotape, resource list, and brochure) to PTAs at 
state and local levels. The SDE should require local plans to include 
activities to involve PTA representatives in the integration planning 
process. 

21. The SDE should provide guidelines for supporting parents in the 
integration process, along with the resource list for parent education 
recommended above. These guidelines should include information on 
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the implications of integration for parental grieving and coping pro- 
cesses. 

22. It is recommended that FITIRS be used to develop a prototype integra- 
tion brochure. PEERS, in conjunction with RiSE and/or the television 
specialist of VCTV, could develop the videotape. PEERS and Califor- 
nia Research Institute (CRI) could develop the resource list of parent 
education materials. 

C Related Services Issues 
Consolidated Background Statement 

A free and appropriate public education, under PL 94-142, EHA-B, includes 
access to related services identified on the lEP as necessary for the student to 
benefit from special education. Related services in California are indicated on the 
lEP as Designated Instruction and Services (DIS) and include speech therapy, 
physical therapy, mental health services, parent education and other services 
identified in special education regulations. In California, the provision of certain 
DIS i? complicated by the fact that public agercies other than education are the 
primary providers with responsibility for determining eligibility and service 
delivery under different governing codes. The Related Services Subcommittee 
report identified major barriers or issues which impact the delivery of related 
services to students who have severe disabilities. Barriers which limit attempts to 
further integrate these students received specific attention. Many of these other 
agencies organized and developed service delivery models prior to the SDE's LRE 
polic) and initiative. 

A full range of service deuvery options has not been adequately developed 
which limits where and how related services are provided. The SDE has authori- 
zation to monitor the provision of related services provided by other agencies but 
has no authority to require those agencies to take corrective action if those agen- 
cies fail to comply with PL 94-142 requirements. California Children's Services, 
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for example, does not necessarily see the maintenance of therapy and skill gains as 
its responsibilif7 . Further, there is a perception that decisions on where and how 
services are delivered are frequently subject to organizational guidelines and the 
staffing and fimding procedures of related service agencies, rather than individual 
child needs. There are serious concerns about how limited resources can be 
stretched to develop a full range of necessary related services. There is often a lack 
of sufficient space at schools to house "mini Medical Therapy Units/' adaptive 
physical education. County Department of Mental Health (DMIi) and other related 
service staff. 

Beliefs existing among some educators, consumers, and other agency person- 
nel are that special centers can provide more and better services than if students 
ar'? on decentralized sites, and that only specialized persormel can meet the needs 
of students with disabilities. These beliefs also limit where and how related serv- 
ices are provided by promoting strict categorical, separate and pull-out models. 
Personnel who work in the various related service areas, through prior training 
and experience, may become specialized in working with specific student popula- 
tions and in specific settings. These specializations can mitigate against the provi- 
sion of services to students with a wide range of disabilities in the least restrictive 
settings. Consultative related service models are being developed; however, the 
availability of such services varies consiaerably across the state. Factors associated 
with delivering services in highly vs. sparsely populated areas also have been 
under consideration. Providers do not agree on what components ensure an effec- 
tive related service delivery model. The database in this area is grossly underde- 
veloped. 

The subcommittee collapsed the barriers studied into tw o major areas: 1) 
admini stration and organizational issues and concerns, and 2) training issues and 
needs. Specific recommendations were developed to address issues within each of 
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the topical areas. These recommendations include: 

a. Legislative action required to remedy programmatic or fiscal barriers 

b. Cooperative action between education and other agencies to achieve agree- 
ments for facilitating delivei of appropriate services and LRE options 

c. Identification of successful models and development of materials for provid- 
ing technical assistance and training to the field 

d. Development and dissemination of SDE policies, program advisories and/ 
or guidelines necessary to clarify issues around implementation of the state 
LRE policy. 



Consolidated Recommendations 

23. The SDE should fully explore the new laws to permit school districts to 
directly bill Medicare for a wide range of related services. The SDE 
should provide technical assistance to districts which cotild programati- 
cally benefit from utilizing this financial mechanism. 

24. The SDE s lould provide leadership in developing, through the Interde* 
partmental Team, an interagency statement in support of the SDE's LRE 
policy that is then disseminated to the field. 

25. The SDE, in coordination with the Department of Health Services (DHS) 
and Mental Health and other appropriate public agencies, should pro- 
pose language changes to state regulations that will then authorize the 
SDE as the final authority for determining which related services are 
needed for a student to benefit from special education and who is eli- 
gible to receive those related services, even when the services are pro- 
vided by the oth zr agencies. 

26. The SDE should propose language to state regulations which will also 
address agreed upon corrective action procedures for cases when any 
agency fails to provide a free and appropriate education for any student, 
including the failure to provide necessary related services. This pro- 
posed language would be consistent with amendments to EHA-B cov- 
ered in PL 99-457 related to other agency requirements for maintenance 
of effort in the provision of services. 

27. The SDE should work through the Interdepartmental Team to develop 
statewide policy and guidelines which identify best practices for inte- 
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grated service delivery models when mors than one agency is involved. 

28. The SDE should provide technical assistance to the field on implement- 
ing any changes in state regulations. The SDE, in cooperation with state 
DHS and DMH, will develop a mechanism for joint trainings with LEAs, 
county level DHS, DMH and other appropriate public agencies on the 
implementation of any changes in the state regulations. 

29. If authority cannot be achieved through changes in regulations or statute, 
the SDE should explore means to transfer funds to education from other 
agencies (DHS and DMH) so that services may be purchased and moni- 
tored directly by education agencies. Such action may also require legis- 
lative action. 

30. When monitoring local plans, the SDE should ensiure that language is 
included which addresses delivery of related services on the basis of 
identified student needs. Plans should address how related services will 
be available to any student placed in what is otherwise determined by 
the lEF to be the least restrictive setting. Further, the SDE will ensure 
that local plans include a statement within the SELFA LRE policy of how 
educational programs and related services will be implemented in order 
to accomplish the stated policy. 

31. The SDE should develop specific guidelines with field input for imnle- 
menting the full intent of Senate Bill 3632 related to coordinated assess- 
ment, implementation and progress review for each eligible student 
within required timelines and in the most facilitative educational envi- 
ronment 

32. The SDE should develop Requisition for Purchase (RFFs) for developing 
and/or evaluating service delivery models in each related service area in 
order to recommend best practices to the field. Emphasis should be 
placed on expeditious and creative use of resources. The SDE should, in 
cooperation with other agencies, be prepared to waive specific current 
practices in order to allow the grantee with the flexibility to pilot innova- 
tive approaches. 

33. The SDE should develop a program advisory identifying alternative 
models for delivery of services that include guidelines for providing con- 
sultation services, use of therapy (speech, occupational therapy/physical 
therapy), aides and other innovative strategies. The models would 
include consideration of factors associated with the delivery of services 
in highly, as well as sparsely, populated areas. 

34. The SDE should work with the Department of Health Services in order 
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to allow therapists' caseloads to be defined to include: 1) ongoing con- 
sultation to educational staff and students' families, and 2) mainte- 
nance of skills, no matter how limited. 

35. Hie SDE should work with the State Allocation Board to develop a 
portable therapy unit designed to meet DHS and DMH requirements. 
Hie SDE will draft necessary legislation to authorize the State Alloca- 
tion Board to lease these specialized portable classroom units to eligible 
LEAs. The SDE will examine possibilities for utilizing fully equipped 
mobile units for delivery of needed related services for low incidence 
populations. Included in this examination will be a study of what is 
included as necessary specialized equipment and space for providing 
related services. 

36. The SDE should encourage staff development plans providing joint 
trainings of related service personnel including education, DI iS or 
DMH and other appropriate public agencies which develop transdisd- 
plinary models for delivery of services in a variety of settings. 

37. The SDE, in collaboration with other agencies, should develop ind/or 
identify existing braining modules to be used with targeted audiences to 
include parents, general and special educators, aides other agency per- 
sonnel, business community representatives, and the IHE personnel. 

38. The SDE, with field involvement, should develop a media presentation 
(LRE in Action) focusing on the provision of support services in least 
restrictive settings; develop a training module desci'ibing strategies for 
providing related service? in an integrated setting aiid across demo- 
graphic conditions; develop a training module depictir.g effective con- 
sultation models for educators and related service personnel; develop a 
training module which provides an overview of technology and termi- 
nology generally needed by educators and other related services per- 
sonnel in a transdisciplinary model; and develop a training module 
highlighting specialized training for insbructional aides, therapy aides 
and other classified staff. 

D. Low Incidence Population Issues 

Reports concerning the integration of students who are visually impaired, 
hard of hearing or deaf were complf^ted by the Task Force. Each of these i eports 
provides a long listing of major barriers which interfere with the succ . , inte- 
gration of these students. Both reports drew a relationship betweer i and 
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resources which must be available to both improve the quality of a students pro- 
gram as well as his or her successful integration. Therefore, many of the recom- 
mendations from those subcommittees dealt with improvements necessary to 
general program quality. Both reports stressed the need for the SDE to assume 
increased leadership in the following areas: 

a. X urther development and/or implementation of program guidelines in 
each low incidence area. These guidelines must include provisions for en 
suring quality services in integrated settings. 

b. Improvement in the effectiveness SDE consultant services in these low 
incidence areas. 

c. Active support by the SDE to ensure that the physical environment of 
schools being constructed and /or modified accommodate the educational, 
social and safety needs of each integrated student. 

d. Better the SDE organization and dissemination of resources pertaining to 
equipment, books, materials, technologies, related services and expert per- 
sonnel in these low incidence areas. These resources will be necessary both 
to meet the unique educational needs of the student as well as provide equal 
access to the act^.viti?s of the regular education classroom. 

e. Ensurance that persons with expertise in these low incidence aieas be read- 
ily available to programs that integrate students as it relates to the area of as- 
sessment, staff supervision and program development, implementation and 
evaluation. Funding models which support standards to maintain adequate 
caseloads and class sizes must be explored. 

f. Leadership to school districts such that the social and emotional needs of 
students in integrated placements are more aggressively appreciated, 
planned for and met. 

In addition to the need areas listed above, the subcommittee shared the con- 
cerns addressed by other subcommittees, to restructure both the finance model and 
the personnel preparation model in order to accommodate many of these recom- 
menda. 'ons. Many of these concerns have been addressed more specifically in 
other sections of this report as well as the specific subcommittee reports. It should 
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be noted that the subcommittee on integrating students who are deaf and hard of 
hearing addressed particular concerns about the charge of the Task Force in its 
subcommittee report. Specifically, the subcommittee was reluctant to focus on 
integration barriers without stressing its opinion that the paramount issue facing 
the education of these students is the provision of an appropriate quality educa- 
tion, more so than identifying barriers to least restrictive environment placement 
issues. On the other hand, the subcommittee dealing with issues pertaining to 
visually handicapped programs report that this population has a long history of 
integrating an overwhelming percentage of this population. As a result, a large 
number of knowledgeable and committed professionals ai\3 consumers exist 
within the visually handicapped program community that the SDE can draw 
upon. It is assumed that SDE will review these unedited subcommittee reports 
and take the necessary actions to address these major concerns. The recommenda- 
tions contained in the body of this full report are intended to summarize the rec- 
ommendations made in each of the two subcommittee reports which focus on 
increasing and enhancing integrated placement. 

39. It is recommended that the SDE take a more active role in providing 
leadership and support for both visually impaired and deaf and hard of 
hearing programs that place students in integrated settings. The CSDE 
Program Guidelines for Visually Impaired Individuals need to be more 
aggressively implemented and disseminated. Guidelines for integrated 
placements of students who are deaf and hearing impaired must be 
developed. 

40. It is recommended that tlie SDE ensure that programs throughout the 
State of California have access io consultants who have specific knowl- 
edge of needs, services and resotuces available in the particular low in- 
cidence area. The SDE should enstue that other consultants have an ef- 
fective and efficient means of accessing such expertise. The SDE 
should examine ways to reorganize and/or retrain their considtant staff 
to accomplish this recommendation. 

41. It is recommended that the SDE ensure further develo;^)ment and im- 
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plementation of guidelines in these low incidence areas to enstire that 
the physical environment of the school be modified and equipped to 
facilitate the education, communication, and safety needs of each stu- 
dent Recommendations for modifications must also be submitted by 
the SDE to the State Allocations Board via the Special Education Facili- 
ties Committee. Examples of such modifications include, but are not 
limited to, alarm lights, television/movie decoders. Telecommunication 
Device for the Deaf (TDD's), paging equipment, FM hearing devices, 
acoustical design to insure maximum sound amplification, forced venti- 
lation, carpeting, lighting efficiency and space for related staff and 
equipment to be housed. 

42. It is recommended that the SDE further develop and/or implement 
guidelines which ensure that supervisors, related service staff, instruc- 
tors, parents and others have training, knowledge and sensitivity to 
perform their respective roles in assessment, implementation and evalu- 
ation of each low incidence program in general and each student's lEP 
in particular. All providers must have access to persons with specific 
qualifications in the low incidence area of concerns as well as the pro- 
fessional discipline of concern (e.g., a school psychologist with deaf 
competencies). 

43. It is recommended that the SDE review the subcommittees' recommen- 
dations of ways in which to better attract, prepare, support and retain 
qualified educational interpreters, orientation and mobility instructors, 
transcribers, media specialists, credentialled teachers in each of these 
low incidence areas, and other qualified related service staff. Guide- 
lines should be fturther refined and/or developed which clearly define 
the role(s) of each related service staff as well as qualification and skill 
levels. 

44. It is recommended that the SDE explore ways to facilitate the organiza- 
tion and coordination of resources, expej^tise, and other support services 
in a regionalized manner. Such a system should create a more effective 
and efficient means of both accessing particular kinds of expertise as 
needed and meeting the unique needs of sparsely populated areas. 

45. It is recommended that the SDE further develop and implement guide- 
lines which ensure that class size and caseloads are specified in such a 
way as to increase both the quality of each student's instructional pro- 
gram and the likelihood that his or her integration will be supported, 
accepted and successful. SDE should work in order to ensure that fund- 
ing medhanisms to support these caseloads and class sizes are devel- 
oped. 



ERIC 



page 29 



Least Restiictive Environment Task Force Report 



46. It is recommended that the SDE promote further development and 
implementation of guidelines to ensure that the needs of students 
for peer interaction, role models and extracurricular activities are 
appreciated, identified and supported. The SDE should aggres- 
sively develop mechanisms for funding transportation in order to 
provide extensive support £or extracurricular activities. 

47. It is recommended that the SDE assume greater leadership and 
support for making books, state-of-the-art equipment, materials, 
adaptations and other technologies financially and physically 
available to districts who need them. Educational consultants must 
be in a position to assist in the identification, acquisition and 
distribution of such resources. 

48. It is recommended that the SDE develop a comprehensive system 
to ensure an aggressive preservice, inservice, and parent training 
program. Activities must be based on the state-of-the-art of best 
practices, and be provided in formats which are appropriate to 
various audiences and geographic areas. 

49. It is recommended that the SDE fund demonstration and research 
projects which identify and improve the current status of related 
services in low incidence areas across the state (e.g., educational 
interpreting, braille transcription). 

50. The SDE should review, develop and use, as appropriate, resources 
such as the Cearinghouse Depository for Handicapped Shidents 
and the National Task Force on Education Interpreting Publication 
from National Training Institute for the Deaf, the California Tran- 
scribers and Educators of the Visually Handicapped. The sub- 
committee report dealing with issues pertaining to Visually Handi- 
capped Programs contained a listing of LEAs with experience in 
overcoming issues related to each identified barrier area. The SDE 
should draw upon such expertise and experience. The subcommit- 
tees included members from associations and agencies that are 
specifically concerned with the welfare of these low incidence 
populations. The SDE should continue to solicit their expertise 
and involvement* 



E. Teacher Credentialing Issues 

The successful integration of students into the regular education environ- 
ment and program depends largely upon the availability, attitudes and compe- 
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tence of credentialed teachers. Further implementation of LRE policy will result in 
certain changes in ways in which instruction is imparted to students with disabilities 
in California schools. Conamensurate with these service delivery changes are corre- 
sponding changes in the ways that teachers are prepared, certified and inserviced. 
The task force convened a subcommittee to begin examining these training issues. 
However, this subcommittee did not have the time to fully study the full range of 
training issues and options, formulate detailed recommendations, gain adequate 
field input, and submit a report. The subcommittee proposed some recommenda- 
tions regarding changes in the credentialing structure via letters and phone corre- 
spondence. These preliminary reconmiendations were the subject of debate within 
the Task Force and certainly require further study. 

Recommendation 

51. It is recommended that the SDE seek a task force to include representa- 
tion from both general and special education, higher education, the 
Commission on Teacher Credentialing and the Chancellor's Office of 
the California State University system. That task force would have the 
responsibility to study and recommend changes in the teacher creden- 
tialing system, and if necessary, propose needed legislative changes. 



Rationale for Recommendation 

Based on preliminary work conducted by the subcommittee on teacher li- 
censing, attention should be drawn to the need for not only addressing new "LRE- 
related" competencies that have implications for teacher training programs, but also 
the teacher shortage in special education that currently exists and ".s expected to 
increase throughout the state. At the same time, other subcommittee reports 
stressed the need for some personnel to develop some very specific and highly 
technical competencies, especially in low incidence areas. The recommendation for 
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the formulation of a teacher licensing task force includes the suggestion to 
consider the study of the following issues and the viability of the following 
options: 

a. Ways in which the preparation for a career in education can begin 
earlier in the college experience than currently available. In order to 
accomplish this the advantages and disadvantages ot creating an 
education minor at the undergraduate level should be explored. The 
coursework associated with this minor should allow for introductory 
and basic methodology special education courses to become a part of 
the general multiple subjects coursework. 

b. Requirements and options for current and additional practica should 
provide experiences for future teachers in integrated educational en- 
virorunents and programs. 

c. A thorough review of all of the competencies related to each special- 
ist credential area. Attention must be directed to both the consulta- 
tive roles a specialist plays in an integrated setting and to the highly 
specialized direct service roles required by different special educa- 
tion populations. It is assumed that if some of the basic special 
education coursework were completed in the undergraduate pro- 
gram then more advanced trainmg and experiences could be in- 
cluded in these specialist programs. As the task force examines those 
issues the possibility of a new organization of credential programs 
might need to be considered. Therefore, the task force would need to 
consider and propose changes in current legislation. 

d. The task force should direct special attention to the rapid pace at 
which changes are occurring in the state-of-the-art of both general 
and special education. These changes have direct implications for 
training needs of teachers after receiving theii CTedential(s). One 
controversial suggestion from the subcommittee was for the special- 
ist credentials to be time-limited. In any event, the task force and 
Department should state ways in which credentialiiig programs, 
masters programs and inservice programs might meet the needs for 
teachers to update their skills. 
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Closing Remarks 

In sum, the chairs of the LRE Task Force wish to thank all the partici- 
pants who served on the Task Force and on each subcommittee, and who 
completed the many surveys and interviews. In addition, many agencies and 
organizations throughout the state are to be commended for their willingness 
to support this Task Force by providing representatives and providing critical 
feedback to the SDE, the Task Force and each subcommittee. Finally we '.vish 
to thank Assistant Superintendent Campbell for the support, commitment 
and discretion he directed toward this Task Force. We believe the Task Force 
has fulfilled its role as an advisory to the State Department of Education. 
While a great deal of interest, planning and activity has occurred related to 
integrating students with disabilities, many significant challenges remain. 

We personally look forward to a time when integration is not perceived 
by anyone as a trade-off for other needed services or a reduced quality of 
services provided. Rather, we look forward to a time when the integration of 
a student into his/her home, school and community is perceived as a pro- 
gram goal, as a measured program outcome and as an indicator of a quality 
education. 
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